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Article
Testing the Effect of Business-level 




This study examines the effect of business-level strategy on performance. Past literature indicates 
that few studies were done to examine the effect of business-level strategy in the hotel industry. 
Specifically, numerous previous researches focused on banking and manufacturing industries in 
developed countries. For that reason, to explore our understanding in this area, the present study was 
conducted in the Nigerian hotel industry. The data were collected using a survey designed from 83 
owners/managers of hotels in Kano, Northwest of Nigeria, using appropriate sampling techniques. The 
data were analysed with 58 valid responses using SPSS and partial least square (PLS) techniques. The 
findings indicate a surprising result that cost leadership is not statistically significant on performance. 
Moreover, the differentiation strategy is significantly related to hotels’ performance. Based on these 
findings, theoretical and practical implications and future research suggestions were discussed.
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Introduction
Businesses around the world can perform better than their competitors if they adapt and implement 
business-level strategies in organization strategic planning (Porter, 1980; Yuliansyah, Rammal, & Rose, 
2016). Most of the manufacturing businesses use intangible assets and organizational know-how, but the 
service industry competes using information technology and employees (Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 1997; 
Yuliansyah et al., 2016). The association of strategy and performance is a central part in strategy 
management research (Anwar & Hasnu, 2016). Many researches use different strategy typologies that 
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supported many researches in very wide settings. However, many research works suggest the need to 
re-examine the methodology and test these assumptions in different setting and contexts with diverse 
measures (Desarbo, Benedetto, Di Song, & Sinha, 2005; Yuliansyah et al., 2016).
The saturation in many markets and the changes created by the information age has endangered the 
quest by organizations to differentiate themselves from their competitors within the same markets 
through the exploitation of tangible and intangible assets so as to attain core competencies and achieve 
sustainable business success. Researchers such as Banker and Tripathy (2014), Baack and Boggs (2008), 
Grant (1996), Spender and Grant (1996), Foss and Pedersen (2002) and Valipour, Birjandi, and 
Honarbakhsh (2012) have made it clear on the importance of understanding business-level strategy. 
Strategic orientations are organizational decisions with regard to taking proactive actions aimed at 
understanding market needs and actions of their competitors. This can be achieved by considering the 
environmental changes able to provide superior value to the market and balance between the organizations 
and consumer needs. Therefore, firms’ decisions and activities are considered as the ingredients with 
significant effects for the effective administration of business (Aragon Sanchez & Sanchez Marín, 2005).
Researchers globally conduct several studies on the relations with respect to strategy and performance; 
previous studies stated that only used ‘pure’ cost leadership or differentiation strategies were related with 
higher performance; on the other hand, others found that having all combinations of business-level 
strategies (cost leadership strategy and differentiation strategy) could be the most favourable for some 
businesses and lead to competitive advantage (Banker et al., 2014; Bhaumik & Banik, 2006; Valipour et 
al., 2012). Consequently, the Nigerian hotel industry faces other characteristic difficulties, such as, lack 
of rights to use necessary information, insufficient credit, pitiable market research and an unfortunate 
market for their demand products/services (Ngandu, 2014). In spite of these difficulties, they continue to 
play a major role in enhancing youth employment benefits (Ngandu, 2014). To add, Ngandu (2014) 
reports that Nigeria is a vital well-built economy whose focal point depends on and is motivated by oil 
production; this has placed the country in a high position for tourism (Ngandu, 2014). Oki (2014) found 
that Nigerian hotels provide below-expectation customer experience; this suggests the need to identify a 
strategic approach to enhance the performance.
Recent studies have analysed business strategy and service quality but most of them are in developed 
nations (Yuliansyah et al., 2016), since they have high economic growth and better technology than 
developing and underdeveloped nations (Teece et al., 1997). However, few literatures on emerging 
nations focus on the manufacturing sector and particular multinational firms, using business strategies to 
seek competitive advantages (Teece et al., 1997; Yuliansyah et al., 2016). Thus, little is known about the 
type of strategy used by the service sector and this influences their performance to gain high competitive 
advantage over their rivals (Cavusgil, Ghauri, & Akcal, 2013; Yuliansyah et al., 2016). Therefore, to 
tackle this research gap as mentioned earlier, this study examines the effect of business-level strategies 
(cost leadership, differentiation strategy) on the viable business success of Nigerian hotels by collecting 
information from an emergent economy of sub-Saharan Africa, Nigeria.
Review of Literature
Business strategies usually entail the approach a company can employ to achieve its goals despite the 
fear and benefits in the environment and its possessions and circumstances (Nandakumar, Ghobadian, & 
Regan, 2011; Teeratansirikool, Siengthai, Badir, & Charoenngam, 2013). A business strategy is a 
combination of thoughts and measures that managers make and take to accomplish a better business 
performance as related to its competitors (Teeratansirikool et al., 2013). Literature reveals that corporate-
level strategy concerns with the product/market choice(s) of a firm and business-level strategies refer to 
Gorondutse and Hilman 3
situations where businesses can position their resources in a given product/market area vis-a-vis its rivals 
(Teeratansirikool et al., 2013).
Moreover, business-level strategy is an influential forecaster of other managerial phenomena and 
possibly the most positive research, for practitioners as well as  the most widely investigated and its 
relationship with organizational performance (Teeratansirikool et al., 2013). Nandakumar et al. (2011) 
reveal that previous literature in strategic management found that a victorious business strategy and 
organization must be constructively united with the environment for their survival (e.g., Teeratansirikool 
et al., 2013). The associations linking business-level strategies and the environment have been extensively 
discussed in the literature (Nandakumar et al., 2011; Teeratansirikool et al., 2013).
Further, business-level strategies are important in clarifying the different aspects of firm effectiveness 
and long-term performance (Teeratansirikool et al., 2013). Porter’s model of competitive strategy is well 
thought-out in this study for the reasons of popularity, structural clarity, unfussiness and generalizations, 
and the model looks at how it can explain and support two other methods for analysis at the comprehensive 
level (Ormanidhi & Stringa, 2008; Teeratansirikool et al., 2013). The two most important aspects of 
Porter’s generic model are cost leadership and differentiation strategies as discussed below.
Cost leadership strategy at business level takes position in the course of experience, venture in 
assembly facilities, maintenance and vigilant supervision on total operational costs (all the way through 
activities such as decreasing the extent and worthy managing (Baack & Boogs, 2014; Barney, 2002). The 
main reason for using cost leadership strategy is to gain benefits from the lowest costs than from 
competitors (Baack & Boogs, 2014; Barney, 2002; Birjandi, Jahromi, Darasi, & Birjandi, 2014). Previous 
available literatures exhibit a number of deliberations as to how and what the levels of connections 
between cost leadership strategies and business performance are; this all relates to an organization’s 
preference policy and strategic implementation (Banker & Tripathy, 2014; Teeratansirikool et al., 2013).
Therefore, businesses pursuing a business-level strategy of cost leadership will have an advantage in 
terms of improved administrative competence (Birjandi et al., 2014; Jermias, 2008). In addition, Porter’s 
generic strategy (1985) recommends that companies that employ cost leadership strategies the most 
reduce and monitor costs strongly, preventing them from having expenditures in terms of creativity or 
advertising; companies should also reduce cost while trading their products or services (Valipour et al., 
2012). In addition, the generic strategy stresses on using the business-level strategy of cost leadership, 
perhaps, to assist companies in achieving competitive advantage which will give the firm protection 
alongside their rivals. Cost leadership indicates that businesses can maintain and make profits and at the 
same time competitors may possibly shatter behind the profit boundary (Birjandi et al., 2014; 
Teeratansirikool et al., 2013; Valipour et al., 2012).
Furthermore, cost leadership strategy emphasizes that businesses can achieve a viable advantage by 
gaining low cost benefits and attain high performance within the environment (Allen & Helms, 2006; 
Birjandi et al., 2014; Hilman, 2009; Porter, 1980, 1985).
Considering the significant role of cost leadership strategy on hotels industry, for instance if the hotel 
has distinguishing proficiency in managing equipment and making process (Hilman & Kaliappen, 2014), 
alongside their rivals then they will achieve competitive advantage. Hilman and Kaliappen (2014) stated 
that hotels industry might effectively consider a cost leadership strategy in the cost of proficient, cost 
economy in designs of hotels and daily actions. Business can pursue cost leadership strategy, specifically 
where customers don’t give a large amount value for brand, price considerations, and consumers ability 
to have considerable bargaining power (Allen & Helms, 2006; Birjandi et al., 2014; Hilman, 2009; 
Porter, 1980).
Porter’s differentiation strategy gives businesses a chance to declare a best price besides retaining 
better market shares or becoming market leaders (Allen & Helms, 2006). The differentiation strategy as 
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part of the business-level strategy is resourcefully executed when businesses are of an exclusive or a 
better significance to the buyer with the directions of product quality, features or follow-up support 
(Allen & Helms, 2006; Porter, 1985). Hence, businesses adopting differentiation strategies can allege 
higher costs for goods or services based on features, allocation systems, quality of service or delivery 
channels (Allen & Helms, 2006; Nandakumar et al., 2011; Porter, 1985; Teeratansirikool et al., 2013). 
The value possibly will be valid or apparent in line with fashion, brand name or the image (Porter, 1985). 
The differentiation strategy appeals to complex or familiar customers who are concerned with uniqueness 
or quality of the product and are willing to provide benefit costs (Allen & Helms, 2006; Porter, 1985).
Businesses adapting differentiation must be ready to put in a best strategy to the price (Allen & 
Helms, 2006; Hyatt, 2001). The assumptions do not mean that production expenditure and prices are not 
taken into consideration but rather that they are the main focus (Allen & Helms, 2006; Teeratansirikool 
et al., 2013). Furthermore, in view of the information that consumers observe the good or service as 
distinctive, they can be loyal to the business and prepared to give a high price for the goods at any given 
time (Allen & Helms, 2006; Teeratansirikool et al., 2013).
Consequently, there are other ideas for creating differentiation that include verbal communication 
about the product to selected panels (Allen & Helms, 2006; McCracken, 2002), knowing the latest on 
key issues that upset the corporation in connection with magazines or newsletters (Allen & Helms, 2006; 
McCracken, 2002), being concerned and involved in the community (Allen & Helms, 2006; McCracken, 
2002), trying to be innovative in terms of composing the company’s portfolio (Tuminello, 2002), giving 
anything that the rival does not or cannot provide to customers (Rajecki, 2002), trying to provide style 
and drama to the store layout, providing e-commerce (Chakravarthy, 2000), having a chance to access 
company information and products in a rapid and simple way (Chakravarthy, 2000), using company size 
as a benefit (Darrow et al., 2001), training employees with in-depth goods and services information 
(Darrow et al., 2001) and offering improved or inventive products (Allen & Helms, 2006; Helms, Clay, 
& Peter, 1997; Teeratansirikool et al., 2013).
There are a number of researchers who established that businesses that select cost leadership and 
differentiation as competitive strategies exhibit a better performance than rivals (Allen & Helms, 2006; 
Teeratansirikool, 2013). Previous literatures have elaborated cost leadership and differentiation strategies 
as suitable strategies among competitive strategies for a business to improve their performance (Alsiwidi 
& Al-Hosan, 2012; Birjandi et al., 2014; Hilman & Kaliappen, 2015). Allen and Helms (2006) discussed 
that a company that chooses an appropriate generic strategy can achieve reasonable competitive 
advantage. Allen and Helms (2006) established that differentiation strategy is significant and vital to 
performance. However, Hingley et al. (2008) argue that it all depends on several factors (environment). 
Conversely, the findings are different from the research conducted by Verbeeten and Boons (2009) that 
reveals no proof for the assertion that performance measurement of the strategic priorities of the firm 
significantly affects performance (Nandakumar et al., 2011).
Objectives and Rational of the Study
Thus, the literature shows no uniformity concerning the trend of the association between business-level 
strategy and business performance (Allen & Helms, 2006; Banker et al., 2014). Based on the earlier 
discussion this study aims to test the influence of business-level strategy on the performance of hotels in 
the context of Nigeria, Thus, this study hypothesizes the following: (a) there is a significant relationship 
between cost leadership and hotels’ performance and (b) there is a significant relationship between 
differentiation strategy and hotels’ performance.
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Theoretical Development
This article employs dynamic capability (DC) assumption. It is an extension of a resource-based view to 
dynamic markets (Singh & Rao, 2017; Teece et al., 1997) due to the rapid and unpredictable changes of 
today’s environment based on the trends of technology advancement, new ways of doing things and the 
changing nature of best practices. DC is the situation by which organizational managers integrate, build 
and reconfigure internal and external competencies to address rapidly changing environments (Singh & 
Rao, 2017; Teece et al., 1997). The manipulation of knowledge resources, in particular, is especially 
critical in such an environment/markets (Grant, 1996). DC is the antecedent organizational and strategic 
routine by which managers alter their resource base, acquire and shed resources, integrate them together 
and recombine them to generate new value-creating strategies (Grant, 1996). As such, they are the drivers 
behind the creation, evolution and recombination of other resources into new sources of competitive 
advantage (Henderson & Cockbur, 1994; Singh & Rao, 2017; Teece et al., 1997).
Thus, the study considers DC with a fundamental focus on the integration and development of 
business-level strategies and strategic planning as intangible organizational resources capable of building 
competitive advantage in an environment for better performance (Mills, Platts, & Bourne, 2003; Teece 
et al., 1997).
Methodology
This study employed cross-sectional, non-contrived study designs using the quantitative approach of 
research; hotels owners/managers serve as units of analyses (Gorondutse & Hilman, 2016). The 
population of the study was 83. Hence, to be able to generalize the listed hotels, this study adopted the 
census method where every unit in a population was selected, and this is known as complete census 
(Gorondutse & Hilman, 2016). Choosing census becomes necessary due to the sample size, a small 
number of people. In addition, the census provides both a true measure of population as there is no 
sampling error and reliable and accurate results; the census is for theory generalization rather samples 
(Hilman & Kaliappen, 2014; Zikmund, Babin, Carr, & Griffin, 2010).
Furthermore, the instrument of this study was adapted from previous research (e.g., Kaplan & Norton, 
1992; Nandakumar et al., 2011; Tang, 2008); the researcher used less contextual modifications that fit 
the environment of study after content validity in order to measure the control on the independent 
construct (cost leadership and differentiation strategy) and dependent construct (performance) using a 
seven-point scale; it is a scale with a midpoint that provides better optimal results in information 
processing and scale reliability; in addition, the seven-point scale is said to be efficient (Cavana et al., 
2001; Churchill & Peter, 1984). The data collected were analysed using SPSS version 18 and PLS 3, 
software packages which provide consistent data that reflect the theory. PLS is suitable for the analysis 
due to the small sample size.
Common method variance (CMV) bias is ascertained when constructs are measured using cross-
sectional survey techniques; in order to tackle this issue the study applied Harman’s one-factor test on three 
constructs and the results revealed no significant biases in the data. In addition, the correlation matrix 
(Table 5) does not signify any extremely correlated variables; CMV frequently results in tremendously high 
correlations (r, 0.90; Bagozzi, Yi, & Phillips, 1991). Consequently, we may assume that CMV bias is not a 
problem, and the results corroborate the tenability of the proposed measurement model.
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Analysis
A total of 76 questionnaires was returned and completed, indicating a 91 per cent rate of response. 
However, a total of 58 questionnaires was finally retained for analysis, out of which 18 responses were 
excluded from the analysis due to issues of both univariate and multivariate outliers. Removing some 
number of questionnaires is essential as they do not represent the sample (Hair, Andersen, Tatham, & 
Black, 1998; Kabiru, 2016).
This section discusses descriptive analysis based on 58 valid responses and reveals that 36.2 per cent 
were general managers, 50 per cent were different categories of managers and 6.9 per cent were chief 
executives/owners of businesses. In addition the result shows that the percentages of respondents who 
stayed for less than 5 years in the business were 12.1 per cent, 22.4 per cent who stayed for 6–10 years, 
and 44.8 per cent who stayed for 11–20 years (see Table 1 for this and the subsequent descriptive statistic).
Table 1. Profile of Respondents
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Table 2. Variables’ Mean and Standard Deviation of the Study
Items Description Mean SD
1 Performance 4.95 0.91
2 Cost leadership 4.99 0.62
3 Differentiation 4.61 0.93
Source: The authors.
Mean is the common measure of central tendency, which is considered the average value of the data 
set (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2013; Sekaran & Bougie, 2013). Similarly, standard deviation is a 
measure of variability, or spread, which provides an index of dispersion in the data set, and it is the 
square root of variance (Hair et al., 2013; Sekaran & Bougie, 2013). Mean and standard deviation are 
considered to be important descriptive statistics for intervals and ratio scales (Sekaran & Bougie, 2013). 
The present study used a seven-point Likert scale. Table 2 describes the mean and standard deviation of 
the entire variables used in this study. Cost leadership recorded the highest mean (M = 4.99, SD = 0.62) 
while differentiation has the lowest mean (M = 4.61, SD = 0.93). Therefore, entire variables’ mean was 
in the range of a high level.
Having discussed the descriptive statistic, the following section will highlight some important 
assumptions of normal distribution of data.
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was undertaken to further assess the factor structures that validate 
the scales (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010; Hinkin, 1998), using the PLS 3 software. As a 
preliminary step a congeneric model was examined for model fit, reliability and convergent validity and 
discriminant validity. The model consisted of three constructs with 19 indicators: performance (PF) = 
seven indicators; cost leadership (CL) = six indicators and differentiation (DS) = six indicators, as shown 
in Figure 1. All loadings below 0.50 were deleted; this in line with the findings of Hair et al. (2010) and 
Hair et al. (2013) which state that all items below 0.5 should be deleted provided they will not increase 
AVE and composite reliability (CR). Convergent validity and reliability are shown in Table 3. Scale 
items are loaded on their respective factors (Hair et al., 2010).
Table 3. Cross-loading










Note: Values in bold indicate Cross-loading.
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Figure 1. Measurement Model
Source: The authors.
The AVE ranged from 0.627 to 0.816, respectively, confirming convergent validity and, implicitly, 
content validity. Composite reliabilities ranged from 0.735 to 0.946, demonstrating reliability for all 
constructs (Table 4). Table 5 also displays the results of the Fornell–Larcker procedure (Fornell & Larcker, 
1981) to assess discriminant validity. Discriminant validity is satisfactory for the constructs, except 
performance, but is line with the findings of Henseler, Ringle, and Sarstedt (2015) and Hair, Hult, Ringle, 
and Sarstedt (2017), who suggest a threshold value of 0.90 if the path model has constructs that are 
conceptually very similar. The result was not unexpected. However, since it represents a relationship 
between an exogenous construct and an endogenous construct. An examination of the indicators for these 
constructs shows that the content in general is distinct from a face validity perspective as well as is based 
on the literature (Hilman, 2009; Nandakumar et al., 2011; Tang, 2008). In sum, the constructs model was 
considered satisfactory in terms of content and convergent validity, discriminant validity and CR.
Table 4. Reliability and Validity of Constructs
Variable Indicator Loading Composite Reliability (CR) AVE
Cost leadership CL01 0.531 0.735 0.627
CL04 0.986
Differentiation DS03 0.677 0.780 0.645
DS05 0.911
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Table 5. Fornell–Larker’s Discriminant Validity
Variables Cost Leadership Differentiation Performance 
Cost leadership (CS) 0.79 0.80
Differentiation (DS) –0.11
Performance (PF) 0.19 0.35 0.90
Source: The authors.
Note: Diagonal (bold face) represents the square root of the average variance extracted (AVE), while other entries represent 
the correlations.
After the measurement model, the subsequent step in PLS-SEM is to examine the structural model 
(Gorondutse & Hilman, 2016). Figure 1 shows the model result. The structural model is discussed in 
Table 6 and shown in Figure 2. The R-square value is 0.168 which suggests that the model variable can 
explain 17 per cent of the variance of the dependent variable which is moderate (Cohen, 1988; Gorondutse 
& Hilman, 2016). Hypothesis 1 states that cost leadership is significantly related to a dependent variable 
business performance and the result is presented in Table 6. Figure 2 shows that Hypothesis 1 is not 
supported (β = 0.162; t = 1.005; P < .315). Hypothesis 2 states that differentiation was significantly 
related to a dependent variable business performance; the result are shown in Table 6. Figure 2 shows 
that Hypothesis 2 is supported (β = −0.361; t = 3.111; P < .002). This result showed the negative 
significance of the differentiation strategy for improved business performance and thus supported 
Hypothesis 2 of the study, which is supported with negative contributions.
Figure 2. Structural Model
Source: The authors.
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Table 6. Hypothesis Testing
Hypotheses Path Coefficient Standard Error t Value P Value Decision
Cost leadership 
→ performance
0.162 0.161 1.005 .315 Not supported
Differentiation 
→ performance
−0.361 0.388 3.111 .002 Supported
Source: The authors.
Note: ***P < .001; (R2) = 17%.
Following the description of Cohen (1988) for the effect size (f2) criteria, the results reveal that cost 
leadership has a small effect size with an f2 value of 0.03, and differentiation also has a medium effect 
size with an f2 value of 0.16. This implies that the two predictive variables in this study have a proportionate 
effect on the dependent variable. It is important to recognize that a small f2 does not essentially imply an 
insignificant effect (Limayem, Hirt, & Chin, 2001). Therefore, it should not be neglected as it may be 
meaningful under implications (Chin, Marcolin, & Newsted, 2003)
First, for the predictive relevance of the model, R2 shows the variance in the dependent variable as 
explained by the independent variables which were utilized. The result shows an R2 value of 0.168 
accounted by predictive variables on the criterion variable of the model. Even though R2 here is not 
substantial enough, it is above the minimum threshold of 0.02 as classified by Cohen’s (1988) criteria.
Second, cross-validated redundancy was also used in predicting the quality of the model via the 
blindfold procedure. Following the suggestion of Chin (1998), the result here found Q2 to be 0.104 which 
is greater than 0. Hence, it is within the range of the predictive capability of the model (Hair et al., 2013).
Discussion
This section discusses the findings and implications of this study. The article empirically assessed a 
structural model of the effect of cost leadership and differentiation on the performance of hotels in Nigeria. 
The findings are discussed based on the two hypotheses earlier developed upon research objectives.
Hypothesis 1 states that there is the effect of cost leadership on hotels’ performance in Nigeria. It was 
tested utilizing SmartPLS 3.0 software (Ringle et al., 2015). The statistical results reveal surprising 
findings about the hypotheses and reveal a non-statistical relationship between cost leadership and hotel 
performance in Nigeria. This finding is not consistent with the findings of Birjandi et al. (2014), Hilman 
and Kaliappen (2014) and Nandakumar et al. (2011). The findings of this study imply that hotels in 
Nigeria are not compete favourable in today’s competitive environment, meaning that they do not focus 
on cost leadership; this may be due to high costs of equipment and unstable electricity. Therefore, 
manager/owners need to develop cost leadership practices where hotels can focus on reducing costs and 
improving the quality levels of services in the business. In other words, hotels managers should show a 
continuous improvement in strategic planning that is supported by innovation which can build a cost 
leadership strategy and can positively improve their competitiveness. This will go a long way in 
improving their performance.
Hypothesis 2 states that there is an effect of differentiation strategy on hotels’ performance in Nigeria. 
It was tested utilizing SmartPLS 3.0 software (Ringle et al., 2015). The statistical results supported the 
hypothesis and revealed a negative contribution between differentiation and hotel performance in 
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Nigeria. This implies that for hotels to fit strategically into the uncertain environment they need to 
develop and implement and be unique in strategic planning for a competitive advantage that will in turn 
lead to the attainment of a higher amount of sales and profit for long-time survival. In addition, hotels do 
not only need a plan but a strategic one that can foresee the future and spell clear steps of the procedure 
for operations based on an environmental analysis. It was found in the result that the more hotels adapt 
the concept of differentiation strategy the more likely it enhances their performances. This finding is 
consistent with previous studies (Allen & Helms, 2006; Pehrsson, 2016; Teeratansirikool et al., 2013). 
However, negative β-values imply that hotels managers, despite supported hypotheses, need to be more 
strategic on differentiation to embark on a unique path so as to exhibit positive performance.
Conclusion
In conclusion, contemporary business challenges cannot be underestimated. It is through a proper strategy 
choice process that well incorporates. Therefore, this study examines the effect of business-level strategy 
(cost leadership and differentiation) on the performance of hotels in Nigeria. The findings reveal that cost 
leadership strategy is statistically related to hotels’ performance, but differentiation strategy is statistically 
related to hotels’ performance, and it accounts for 0.168 per cent of the total variance. Therefore, the study 
concludes on the need to reinforce hotels to embrace the practice of business-level strategy to gain 
competitive advantage and ensure survival in the competitive market for a better performance.
Furthermore, most of the theories in the strategic management literature discuss the types of resources 
and processes that provide firms with competitive advantages, but they provide little, if any, precise 
direction regarding which resources and processes are more value enhancing. Hence, this study helps 
managers by providing guidance on which resource patterns provide valuable advantages, leading to 
sustainable performance.
Managerial Implications
In addition to the practical contribution earlier, the study contributes theoretically to the literature by 
providing empirical validation of the developed hypotheses and further extends the assumptions of 
dynamic capabilities in the hotel industry within a newer context in Nigeria. This study contributes to the 
body of knowledge by testing the dynamic capability theory outside the context of European and US 
firms, thereby confirming the theory which postulates the fundamental focus on the integration and 
development of business-level strategy and strategic planning as intangible organizational resources 
capable of building competitive advantage in an environment for better performance (Mills et al., 2003; 
Teece et al., 1997). In addition, the present study also combines various past measurement studies in 
measuring the effect of business-level strategies on hotels’ performance; this also could add to the body 
of knowledge within the context of this research.
Limitations/Future Research
However, this study has some limitations; one major constraint was the use of cross-sectional designs for 
survey research; thus, the study cannot establish a causal relationship on a longitudinal basis. To 
overcome the limitations of this study, future research should employ the longitudinal approach of the 
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study and examine a wider scope to enable better generalization. In addition, future studies can consider 
a qualitative and/or case study approach as against this study with quantitative research designs.
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Appendix: Latent Variable Correlations
 CL DS PF
CL 1.000000   
DS −0.114496 1.000000  
PF 0.198525 −0.354865 1.000000
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